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provoked not an unnatural reaction. The paradox of Niese to
the effect that the whole subsequent development of India
was dependent upon Alexander's institutions is only true in a
qualified sense. His words are : "Man kann daher mit Recht
behaupten, dass von den Einrichtungen Alexanders die ganze
weitere Entwickelung Indiens abhangig gewesen ist" (vide
Geschichte der griechischen und makedonischen staaten seit
der Schlacht lui Chseronea I Teil, p. 508, Gotha, 1893),
Undoubtedly the general tendency of the European scholars
has been to exaggerate the Hellenistic effects of Alexander's
invasion and of the Indo-Greek rule on the north-western
frontier. The most extreme " Hellenist " view is that quoted
above of Herr Niese. Such notions are plainly opposed to
the evidence that might be supposed to need no refuta-
tion ; but they have been accepted to a certain extent by
Indianists of repute, who are inclined naturally to believe that
India, like Europe and a large part of Asia, must have yielded
to the subtle action of Hellenic ideas.

Of late years, on the contrary, it has been the fashion
to minimise the influence of Greek art on India. Messrs.
Havell and Coomarswamy have vindicated the independence
of Indian artistic tradition. It has been attempted to trace
the origin of the Gandhara sculptures to the Indo-Scythian
source rather to Bactria. Mr. Vincent A. Smith even goes
so far as to say that " Niese's astounding paradox is not
supported by a single fact." From the purely Indian
point of view Mr* Havell in his 4t Indian Sculpture and
Painting,"- and Dr. A. K, Coomarswamy in his "Mediaeval
Singhalese Art" repudiate with vigour the suggestion that
Indian Art owes anything to the West. They contend
that the occupation of India by the Greeks, who followed
Eukratides and Menander, was purely a military and com-
mercial matter ; and the invaders were swept away, just
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